er §ofteners

-
Skecycled Water
lasls Force
Regulation & Permitting
Workgroup

Norris Brandt, PE
Irvine Ranch Water District

Exchiange water softeners
oughisalt to already
enecycled water that it
becomes unmarketable and/or
causes non-compliance with
regional board permits

SB 1006 (Costa) -- Drinking water: water softening devices

Supporting Agencies 8

b
F/ Wrging’Challenges
u -
%Ef)mt?ble water
cale ﬂ\agnesium salts

Goabtiallareas

Salinelimported water (Colorado River)
Saline/hard groundwater

High' salinity: wastewater recycled for
reuse

Also chlorides

=

*
ol ﬁe;.Batkground
g Water/saline Wastewater areas

emtoerbe some of the highest
populmareas where water resources
areifmited and recycled water is valued
5 to) 20% residentiall market
penetration; primarily middle/upper
income areas

Industrial/commercial softeners can be
regulated by local agencies

- goenerative Softener
dV'.ll Controll f. < -
alvi ontroller -

} -

1
! ‘ Brine/Regeneration Tank
i




s

#

ou alt Added to Local Wastewater Each :
mﬂﬁy Type of Water Softener ﬂg el RWID Story

ledWatersince 1967
LIl Spftenerregulation since 1966
H Self-Regenerative (6000) ’
B Self-Regenerative (2850) 900N water used for landscaping
20% oftall'water used in IRWD

Out of permit compliance

T
4 g97. Eourt Case

Wistrict Coulrt oft Appeals
Water@Uiglity Association vs Sponsotiesiby ACWA and IRWD

CitysofdEscondido Extensive negotiation
Local requianons preempted by State Supported by dozens of public agencies,

Statutes CLCA, others

Court Recommendation: Opposed by dozens of softener
Amend existing State statutes manufacturers, their employees, and

customers; removed after negotiation

10

- id - id
’@ 1006 (Costa) ’@ 1006 Cont'd)

Q’ﬂi@nd contreleguired 1/1/2000 Q‘g@aes may negulate:
CurrentlysEfficiency = 2,850 Effectivest/1/2003
1/1/2@0 Efficiency = 3,350 If#tiey are violating a waste discharge or

7 b recycling permit
VRSP GIECYAS, 000 If'they’ are already regulating non-

EXiSting softeners are “grandfathered in” residential sources to the extent
economically’and technically feasible

If an “independent study” finds it to be the
only available means

12




iF .erxistin Code
%ication reglired by C-55 water
conditiehjgg or C-36 plumbing
CoNntreEto)
Watercenservation devices installed
Separatelpiping for outdoor water
Permit required?

: SOW Iidistry: Concerns

%ner ans put “small businesses”
OUL O USHESS

Pulliciegencies arbitrarily single out
residential’softeners, without sufficient
facts

o @’mommendation

ﬁ@g;ly, jonic exchange softeners add
Salt toreWastewater stream, thus
Impaigopits redse potential
Includetherr use in the Task Force
report asian impediment to recycled
water Use expansion

Combine with the more general topic of
source protection

b

L2

" PW AGERCY Concerns

W% setithiebar too high for actual
implenﬁrgation
PollutiB by ion' exchange softeners
shoeuldBerprevented, not removed

Paralysis by: analysis

f .@Ential‘Solutions

% vary widely:
Whorshiould pay the cost/inconvenience of
keepiie salinity out of recycled water?

Likely requires review of multiple solutions
Regionall softening/salinity removal
Salt source control (e.g., softeners)
Incentives
Salt removal (e.g., reverse osmosis)




